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1 ~y also de_oribe. the BTL ,nature of wiring beyond the
a lon, and the building owner's responsibilities (for

aoces tpoints beyond the demardation, a means to allow
termi~a on of GTE's facilities, security/safety issues, and
acces i building power sources).:

! i
The poi ~ of demarcation under the policy for multi-unit
locat " !

i '
~i'erts to 12 inches or as diose as practical to

1nearest p,rotected networ~ terminal from the
-user's customer premises, equipment.

i i
The Pi4 y also pr~vides for cert~in special applications. In
"inte 9 itioning ~TL and BTL faci!lities" the policy provides
that ~ e may be qases for regula~ed network equipment to
"re.l~_ 1'\ the customer side of thle point of demarcation." In
such ~ $, the policy provides for GTE to obtain the necessary
autho for use of such facilities.

I, I

\~pecial application under ~he policy provides:

~
l~ay concl~de that where ib has no facilities, or
ther un1q~e situations, it is appropriate to place

e,demarcatiqn at the proper~y line of the subscriber
doeptable ~o the owner. ~xamples of this would
~ere a college builds and owns its own OSP cabling,
here an o~~er refuses add~tional construction charges
rovide ne~ork acceSs to ~arinas and campgrounds.

i ;

:pecial application under ~he policy provides:
1 I

e~:l~emarcatio~ point for 'cam~us arrangements is normally
he individual buildings. iAlternative demarcation

i t(s) may be established i~ the oircumstanoes require
'U,SUCh as if GTE would have:, no facilities on the campus
Mould not p'lace them there'.

pWoial appli~ations cover r~creational vehicles, pUblic
n~s, and hazardous conditiohs.

J!; also othe~, provisions, n~.t relevant here, on such
s BTL wiring positions, special services, network

o jack, etc. : _

u lsted that GTE also submit' a proposal on where the
t~on points Jlhould be at Dulles, and I have requested Ed
i~ to develop such a propos~l. I will send it to you when
rpvided to m., which I expe~t to be within 2 weeks.
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fre. to call me if yo~ wish to discuss any of this

c: E ~dl"Y
J d~e Thompson
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VIA FACSIMILE AND U.S. MAIL

June 13, 1995

Mr. Ian D. Volner, Esq.
Venable, Baetjer
1201 New York Ave., N.W., suite
Washington, D. C. 20005-3917

1000

GTE Telephone
Operations

4100 N. Roxboro Road
P.O. Box 1412
Durham, NC 27702
919-317-5000

RE: Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority ("MWAA")
Proposal of Demarcation Point

Dear Mr. Volner,

Thank you for your letter of June 5, 1995 in which you outlined
MWAA's determinations.

My May 17, 1995 letter provided you the demarcation policy of GTE
South Incorporated ("GTE") as we agreed in our telephone conference
with the Virginia SCC staff. In a subsequent telephone
conversation you requested that GTE submit a proposal on moving the
existing demarcation points at the airport, which I agreed to do
and planned to present to you earlier this week until I received
your letter. Your letter suggests that these actions are making
"absolutely no progress", and you have unilaterally dictated the
demarcation point (at a place that does not exist), proposed to
convert GTE's property on the airport and bar GTE from providing
local exchange service at the airport. The following are GTE's
responses to the issues you raise:

Demarcation

GTE's facilities and the airport land and buildings have been in
existence well before 1990. FCC Rule 68 provides that for
multiunit premises existing as of August 13, 1990 the demarcation
points will be where the telephone company's practices provide, not
where the customer declares. The place you have proposed for a
demarcation does not exist.

GTE's demarcation practice covering campus settings, which I sent
you last month, provides for the demarcation to be at each
building. If this was not clear from the policy I gave you, I hope
it is clear to you now. For the most part, this is exactly where
the demarcations points are now located at the airport. I do not
agree with you that MWAA is the "premise owner" for all the
buildings at the airport, but that is not the controlling issue
under the particular FCC rules and opinions applicable here.

GTE is willing to discuss with you its proposal to reduce the
number of demarcation points at the airport (even though this is

A part of GTE Corporation
f~",..... ,



not legally required) in the interest of developing a positive
working relationship with MWAA. GTE is willing to place a new
demarcation point or points for MWAA in Building 8 under certain
conditions. If MWAA is unwilling to negotiate this, however, then
we will leave the demarcation points as they are under GTE's
reasonable and nondiscriminatory standard operating practice.

DAA'. suggestion that it will interfere with the operation of
GT.'. telecommunications network and SCC regulated local exchange
service.

You suggest in the second determination that MWAA will make
modification, repairs or replacements to GTE's network facilities
on the airport side of the demarcation point. As stated above, GTE
currently has multiple demarcation points at the airport, which are
generally located in the buildings at the airport. To the extent
MWAA intends to control the inside wire of these buildings beyond
GTE's demarcation point(s), that is between the occupants of the
buildings and MWAA. If, however, MWAA proposes to interfere in any
way with GTE's network facilities on GTE's side of the current
demarcations points at 'the buildings, please understand that GTE
will take all necessary action to enjoin such illegal conduct.
Clearly, if GTE is not allowed to maintain its facilities at the
airport, local telephone service there will be affected, or worse,
terminated.

MWAA is not a certified local exchange carrier, and it may not
interfere with the local exchange network as suggested. The
telecommunications facilities of GTE at the airport do not belong
to MWAA, and MWAA has no authority to exercise dominion over them.
I need not remind you that interference with GTE's local exchange
network facilities at the airport would violate a myriad of laws
that will SUbject your client to significant legal liability.

Prior written Approval to work at the Airport

Determination 3 of your letter refuses to allow GTE to install or
modify/repair its telecommunications facilities at the airport
unless prior approval is obtained. GTE understands that MWAA has
an interest, if not a legal obligation in some instances, to manage
work affecting the operation of the airport. GTE will adhere to
MWAA's nondiscriminatory, reasonable permit procedures to the
extent they are legally proper. Should the impact of such
procedures in any way improperly interfere with GTE's ability to
service its customers at the airport or be anti-competitive or
otherwise illegal, GTE will take appropriate action to rectify the
situation.

Right-of-way and Space compensation

GTE is (and has always been) willing to compensate MWAA for right
of-way and the space used by GTE for local exchange service in any
MWAA buildings. I understand that GTE has paid MWAA in accordance



with the terms of the current conduit and underground license
agreement, which will expire sometime in October, 1995. After
October, GTE proposes that compensation for the right-of-way be set
according to MWAA' s "historical methodology" to determine such fees
as Mr. Meurlin outlined in his 1993 letter to GTE's Carlton R.
stroop.

Also, GTE has no objection to the rate for building space last
proposed by MWAA. As such, the rate will be $24. per square foot.

Unless MWAA would like to explore the combination of demarcation
points at buildings located at the airport, this should resolve the
matter. I believe we should be able to work out the details of the
compensation matters in formal documents over the next few days.

I must also add that GTE does not concur in your interpretation of
GTE's shared tenant service as you would apply it to the airport
and the property around it. GTE is authorized to serve with its
own facilities those customers who do not elect shared tenant
service. The service also does not extend throughout the property
around the airport as you propose.

It has been a pleasure working with in this matter, and I look
forward to your reply.

#f~'v( I----v-
A. Randall Vogelzang
Attorney

c: Ed Dudley
Judy Thompson
Naomi Klaus, Esq. (via facsimile)



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This will certify that I have caused the foregoing "Request ofMetropolitan

Washington Airports Authority for Declaratory Ruling" and associated "Motion for

Expedited Consideration" to be served upon counsel for respondent, GTE South,

Incorporated, by delivering copies of the same to the counsel listed below in the manner

indicated on this 14th day of August, 1995:

1. ByHand
David Gudino, Esq.
1850 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

2. By Federal ExPress
A. Randall Vogelzang, Esq.
4100 N. Roxboro Road
Durham, N.C. 27702

_~ \) Vee£.
Ian D. Volner


